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COORDINATION*

To coordinate, according to Webster, means "to bring into a common
action, movement, or condition; to adjust; harmonize."l This conventional
definition suggests coordinators, active agents who link ;arts together
to produce unified movement and global harmony. Common usage of "coordina-
tion" has been similar in meaning, pointing to formal systems guided by
planning and management. But to speak effectively of coordination in
higher education, especially at the level of whole nations, we need a more .
variegated framework within which we may consider how parts are related to
each other and to the whole of large systems, ;hether :he parts a.e deliber-
ately linked or not,.common or dissimila;, and working in harmony or disharmony.
As we shall see, it is better to assume that order is variously determined,
rather than produced by administration alone; much in the fashion of econo-
mists who approach organizatjon as a problem of markets as well as of polities
and formal agencies.2 Karl Polanyl has pointed out that economi¢ processes
have been ordered in various societies by custom, interpersonal bonds, and
rarkets, as well as by "authority."3 And so it 1s for educatioggl processes:
they may Se given some definable order by tacit agreements, shared unconscious
assumptions, and other nou-formal elements, as well as by authoritative
command and explicit ruile. Indeed, academics may even be bonded closely
together by hallowed symbols. It was not so long ago that the phrase "we
are a comnunity of scholars" uttered in a small faculty meeting had the
bonding power of a family benediction, fraternal handshake,{guild oath, and
military salute all rolled into one.

The broad approach suggests that a large research agenda lies ahead if

we are to achieve a necessarily complex understanding of thermany ways of

academic coordination. That understanding can only develop gradually as careful
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inquizy brobes the problems of coordination that are sited in the specifig’,
contexts of nations. The twelve country reports of the ICED study helpfully
present some materials on coordination as seen amidst other features of national
systemsa and their environments. My purpose is to place those materials within
categories and conceptual frameworks that allow some comparison of systems,
including the consequences of different patterns. 1In the flow of the sections
that follow, four simple questions are embedded: What fs coordinated? What--

and who—coordinates? What are the basic dimensions along which forms cf
g
,/ae
coordination vary? What are the processes of increased coordinaticn that are

most apparent ia the latter half of the twentietl century? The units of amalysis,
unless otherwise indicated, are national systems--national aggregations of

institutions linked in one form or anoﬁhcr.
STPNCIURAL BASES OF NATIONAL COORDINATION

Wh;; is to be coordinated within the broad configurations of national
systems is determine. primarily by (a) the tasks of higher education, ané
(b) the prevailing structure of embedded power.
THE STRUCTURE OF TASKS

;& fundamental thesis in nganizational theory holds that complex ‘demands

made by é divgrse enviconment give rise to differentiated structures in orgaﬁi—
«ations. As deﬁands become built-in as tasks,de may say that complex t;sks '
foster the development of a complex structure.& This point is relevant to the
difference in problems of coordination between higher education and other realms
of social activity, since higher education has exceedingly complex tasks that
are likely to generate unusual complex structures with problematic liukage. How

can we characterize those tascs?
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Exaggerating slightly, we may view higher education as a social structure

for the control of advanced knowledge. 1In the long evolution of modern soci-
eties, higher education bec;me differentiated as a separate sphere of activity
around work that involved the handling of bodies of thought. 1Its basic organ- B
izational forms in the Western world, universities and colleges, were, beginning
in“the‘twelfth century, locations for conserving and refining knowledge; its
main workers, socially defined as professors (masters) and bachelors (journey-
men), absorbed ;nd sometimes critically assessed yritten accounts and observa-
tions handed down from past generations.5 The largest activity became that of
transmitting advanced bodie- of ideas and skills in deliberate and wholesale

fashion to learners, individuals defined as apprentices or students and soci-

ally segregated in a student role. Preparation for the professions became the

central task, to the point where the university became a central place for

legitimation of occupations as professions. In the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, leading systems of higher education added the commitment of discov~
ering knowledge, The research imperative entered the university in -many

countries, turning the professor into a researcher as well as a scholar and

* teacher and providing science its‘principal institutional home.6 higher educa-~

tion also sometimes became directly involved in applying knowledge to the solu-
tion of current problems, whenever its agents responded to external requests

for advice or participated as experts ip external councils or carried out ap-
plied research called for by government or indust:ry.7 In discovering, conserv-
ing, refining, transmitting and applying advanced idezs and skills, the handling
of knowledge materials has been a common thread in the many specific and diverse
activities of academic ;orkers.

This simultaneously intensive ari extensive concentration on advanced

\)bnowledge distinguishes higher cducation from other social institutions:

7
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economic, political, religious, recreational, and charitable institutions all

|
i
!
) |
use knowledge and are involved in aspects of producing and distributing it, |
|
but they do not so full& concentrate on knowledge tasks or attempt to encompass

- i
such z wide range of specialties within single organizations. No other major |
institution covers the alphabetical spectrum of fields of knowledge from arch- |

aeology zo zoology, with business management , engineering, French literature,

1
law, medicine, physics, psychology, and dozens of other fields i= zcluded. A j
relatively simple national 1list of curricula, ag in Italy, contains over forty |
such fields; a heavily specialized and finely differentiated structure, as in i
tpe United States, exhibits over twice that many fields of kaowledge just within ;
single universities, leaving aside the many subspecialties that appear within
departments ard professional schools that bring the list of tasks into the
. hundreds. And higher (or postsecondary) education differs in degree if not in

kind from elementary and secondary education by foc-ising on more advanced, eso-

=

[

teric materials, and definitely differs in kind in many countries by including’
the research imperative and thereby serving as a principal location for science.
The complex task structure has .to be embodied in the operating parts of

universities and colleges. VWhether the parts are departr.nts or chairs, faculties%
or schools, they are committed to intensive work on bodies of though* and |
training, each of which represents an occupation unto itself within the academy
and commonly within the more general labor force. The part, generally known as
a "discipline,” is a whole field of basic or applied knowledge. Disciplines |
are 'subcultures, with roots that run deep and stretch far out, not mere admin- i

istrative categories which can readily be fused to fit a neat chart. This pro-

domains, what we might call a functional basis for departmentalism. Each unit

Q .
o

duces an uncommon centrality of the parts, compared to organizations in other i
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can claim primacy in.a front-line task: "Underlying the status of the‘depart—
ment [in the English university] is its crucial characteristic of being authori-
tative in its own field of learning."8 Relations among "production' units are
strongl& centrifugal: to each his own. Ve must expect, then, that academic
coordinagion everywhere faces special problems, and is likely to take special
forms that do not appear to a major extent in other institutions. Just at the
iqst{futional level alone, coordination involves loosely-coupled systems.9 At
broade? system levels, it is likely to entail rélations among parts so loosely
connected as to be variously likened t9 the connective tissues of federationms,
conglomerates, and markets.

Focusing on the evolve& sets of tasks of institutions a..d systems as the
contents of coordination offers a special bonu- 1 permitting us to bypass the
tangled thickets of 'goals." The operaéionally meaningful goals of academic
systems are the tasks of the parts: e.g., to do the work of archaeology in the
setting of a particular institution or sector of higher education, with the
setting thereby defined by the crisscross of the discipline of archaeology with
the type of institution; and similarly for the whole alphabet of disciplines as
combined with institutional parts. If the disciplinary building blocks meaning-~
fully interlock to form larger clusters, then operationally they effect larger
"purposes' that aie more interdisciplinary in nature, even composing liberal or
general education. However, real purpose is always .o be found in what people
do in tbe disparate operational pacts, whether in splendid isolation or in
1linked SUbsets:ﬂ Thus we come to know about ends as we consult local and na-
tional configurations of tasks, rather than by turning to the historic pro-

nouncements of Humbtoldt, Newman, Flexner, Hutchin., and others who were in the

business of either prescribing reforms or of devising doctrines that would

9




throw a net of legitimacy . over diverse actibities. 01d doctrines, even in the
old days, were probably pretenses to unities that never existed. Now, after
the expansions and adjustments of the ‘last two decades, increasing diversity

in academic work has stretched beyond repai¥ the traditional statements of
essence. i

THE‘STRUCTURE OF EMBEPDED POWER

. " There are historically—dérived national arrangements of tasks that vary
in such crucial characteriscics as to what specific fields are included, the
breadth of co;erage of fields, and the coupling of tasks (e.g., whether teach-
ing and research are joinedyor separated). Most iﬁpohtant for our purpose is
the past role of state authorities in determininé a§§uper—structure of control,
the levels above the institutional level that emerged or Qere dgvised to link
parts together. Not invented yesterday, coordinaéion has existed for as long
as there have been instiéutions. For example, when Bolcgna, the first medieval
university in Italy, was ld&ned by a bevy of others throughout the Italian pen-
insula in the §welfth tqﬁéourteenth centuries, there was a competitive flow of
faculty and students fﬁém one to another, since state authority was then radi-
caliy decentralized to city and provincial levels, the local governments were
5ﬁtarested in attracting the new academic guilds, and academic personnel, wérk—
ing out‘of disposable quarters, learned to move around in pursuit of self-
interest, even on occasion in the name of self-preservation. That market—fype
interaction was clearly a form of linkage, apparently a dynamic and flexible
one. This form was diminished and replaced by more deliberate frameworks in
the fifteenth century as universities took up residencg in permanent buildings
and the profeésors went on public payrdlls, freeing teachers from dependence on

students while tying them closer to officiéls.10

Throughout Europe, an understructure of guild faculties, often autonomous

10




units within nominally-unified "universities,” can. under a systematic super-

structure of state personnel as state power, especially in the last two cen-

turies, expanded, consolidated its hold, and developed bureaucratic capacity.

E
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"The public interest" in high r education became the formal responsibility of
éinisterial officials. The institutionalized intent was then to exercise/con-
trol through regulatory bureadcracy, even ;f the regulation was general and
remote. Pa;ticular public_bureaus became crucial elements: a natfonal min-
istry, where the national state, as i; France, took primary“responsibility for
education; a provincial miyistry where, as iﬁ Germany, that responsibility be-~
came lodged at the provincial level. But always underneath that superstruc-
ture which lodged power in ministerial hands there was the understructure of
guild-like faculty vnits which lodged local power in professorial hands, with
thg chaired pr;fessor a master of his own domain and part of a consortium of
macters that through small collective bodies ruled the Faculty and the Univer-
sity. There developad a general European mode of top--bottom embedded power,
which, comp;red to the American mode, has lécked a miadlg class of administ:a—
tors (and lay supervisors) with powers independent in some part of professors
and top state officials.11 This combination of state bureaucracy and profes-
gsorial guild became ~he modal form of formal coordination throughout the
world, modeled by European countries and always significantly congenial to
the way that new governments have viewed education as a public gobd,_ﬁith one
or more ministers as governmental custodians and professors as civil servants.
Under the pressures of modernization and competitive national progress, let
alone of ideology, few new governments have been prepared to trust the national
welfare in higher education fo fragmented and localized institutional control.
The great exceptions to this dominant mode have appeared in the leading

Anglo-Saxon countries, following upon the relatively loose relation that

11




developed in England over a lo .z period of time between Oxford and Cambridge

and the centfal government, which modeled‘f;rmal iﬁszitutional autonomy to the
wbrld; and then even more so in the United States, undef the special conditions

of nation-building and federal goverrmental structure that have helped lead to

a patchwork of hundreds of loosely—lihked'institutions. In boé@ countries, ’

public interests could be handled legitimately by private groﬁps as well as

state officials, By tittle detached g;oups of trustees superintending loéal in~ .

stitutions. Under the trustee umbrella, it was sometimes the case that guilld-

like;clusters of dons captured enough power to constitute their own versions

of sélf-rule, as ih late nineteenth-century Oxford,12 or for campus administra- -

tors tc-become}mora influential than the trustees, as in;some American univer- .

sities du: .ng the last century.13 In any case, one essehtial feat&re of system
/ has been the absence of an ;uthorltati;; national or provincial ministry. If

. ‘ N
professors had tc relate to public repregentatives or bureaucrats, they were
locai trustees, presidents and vice-ché;cellors, campus~rooted&buﬁéars and

registrars. A different set of interests got vested, with the preponderance

¢f the vesting taking place at thé local level. The U.S. mode has been par-

ticularly striking in embedding so much power in the hands of trustees aﬂ& in-
stitutional bureaucrats, at a middle level between state officials and;profes; .
sors, and interpenetrating locally the authority of faculties with the autho}ity
of t;ustees an¢ administrators. ‘
Thus the givens of coordination, the cgntgnts ~- the what -~ of newr efforts
- in coordinatioﬁ, are made up of prevailing distributions of authority and powet
as well as received arraﬁgements ofvtasks. The traditional authority relations

- themselves may be seen as an "in-place" system of coordination in each country,

however weak or strong, effective or ineffectual, since they are means of tying

.[:Rdf:‘ people into a cooperating whole. And those relations need not always be heavily
. = ‘.‘
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hierarchical: they may be mo?e a matterﬁof nutual adjustment among individuals
and groups at any one level of organization, and among levels, all of whom
possess some ba}gaining éo;qer.l4 Certainly in higher education, wherg the
distribution of autpority has been so heavily influenced by the expertise of
scholars as well as by their traditional guild forms, those who attempt new ¢
ways of coordination have a great deal with which to contend in the traditional
complexe; of authority that are rooted in ideology, structure, and vested

interest.

kY

~
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NATIONAL PATTERNS OrF COORDINATIVE ORGANIZATION :

|
. ’ i
Now, what —=- aanwho -- coordinates, linking together in one way or .
another the numerous universities, colleges, schools,‘and institutes that, in

aggregate, are referred to as national systems? We first turn to general

-~ F e —

national arrangements and group tjrem descriptively to show some similarie;ss
M . h *\‘ s

uce a few concepts that permit us to arré}

and differences. We then intr
national systems on several quite different dimensions of coordination.
FORMAL PATTERNS

Wé caq!idéntify'fodr general patterns of coordinative organization that

A

appear ‘requently amonngational systems of higher education in the twentieth

o~

century. These pattéerns vary on the two characteristics of monopoly of formal
¥

control and monopoly. of organizational form:
(1) National control, er; a single sector of institutions
5 .
(2) National control, over several institutional sectors

(3) National and regional control, with several sectors

(4y Private as well as public control, with several sectors

fNational Control: Single Sector :3

IToxt Provided by ERI



This pattern expresses a double monopoly, one of authority and one of in-
stitutional type. There is only one system, the national one under a national
ministry, and the system coutains essentially only one form, the state univer-
sity, with 85 percent or more of enrollment in that one type of institutionm.
_he most extreme case of this form in Westera Europe in the 196Qs was Italf, .
with its nationalized system of public universities, plus only a few "free" in-
stitutions that had to attach them to the national system, and with 98 percent
of all studenés in higher education located\&ithin places called university.15
Teacher training in Italy falls within the university form, as does preparation
for public administration and the professions. Engineering and technoiogical
training are also loca;ed in the university,'or partly in a féw polytechnics that

are treated as university units by the national system. Among the twelve coun-

tries of the ICED study, Sweden @raditionally fell in this pattern, with a

national system composed largely of a handful of university-type Jnstitutions'

that in the mid-196Us siill abenrbed 90 percent of the students.16 Spain and
Portugal appear also to be systems mainly of this type.

This pattern of double monopoly of control and form is capable of Offéring
great resistance to cﬁange, as in Itafg. but how much and how rapidly that re-

sistance gives way to change depends alsé on other features of th- government

of which higher education is a sub-system: e.g., whether there i{s strong exec-

_utive power, a competent and aggresive bureaucracy, a corporatist relation of

external groups to government.  Tn Sweden, high access by economic’ groups to
governmental policy, together with centralized power in a small planning state,
has produced extznsive and rapid chapge in the last two decades. In general,
this pattern increasingly appears too limiting and systems move noward the next

type, with its plurality of sectors. g

< ]- 4
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National Control: Two or More Sectors

!
In this pattern, formal control is unitary in the sensé of hegemony of one

level of government but the system is differentiated into two or more types of
institutions. Around the world, this seems the most common pattern, the domi-
nant arrangement in Communist socileties, Western democracies, and Third World
nations alike. Typically, the main sector is a set of universities, with one
or more "non-university' sectors organized around. vocational instruction, or
teacher_tra:ning, or both, but occasionally around an esoteric function prized
by the gove;nment. All sectors are financed primarily by the national éovern—
ment, sonetimes through a.singlg ministry but often through SeYeral ministerial
avenues. France is a striking case of this pattern, with its historic differ-

entiation of universities and grandes écoles, specialized schools that have

]

been more elite in nature than, the universities. The university sect.., con-

taining the largest shane of students, falls under the Office of the Secretary

@

of State for Universities.)\ Some institutions in the grandes écoles sector also
'

answer to that ministry but have "a special status"; others in this elite

grouping answer to other ministries, e.g.,.the &cole polytechnique to the Min-

istry of Defense. And then there are additional small sectors of Iastitutes
of Technology (IUTs) and oéher enterprises devoted to technical education and
teacher training. Tha ICED French study notes, ir general, 'that "the insti-
tutions of postse:ondary education form a disparate group....responsible to
different ministries."17

We can immedi{tely grasp a qualitétiva difference in linkage from that of
the single-sector national system: there are major parts that have different
roots in history, cflentele, and governmental structure. The patts become at
ﬁleast semi-autonorous claimants, often with semi~autonomous governmeﬁtal

sponsors to articulate and press their claims. Therefore, the parts are more
0

%




difficult to relate to one another and to change deliberately in a balanced
way. In all the crisis, governmental intervention, and planned reform exper- |
ienced in French higher education in the ten eventful years that began in

1968, the grandes écoles have sat to one side, largely untouched. This sec-

tor's grand protection has many sources, not the least that top governmental
posts are filled with its graduates. Privileged access to the corridors of
pover is a solid underpinniné for privileged autonomy. Hence, in a system
often porr-ayed as a case of unitary centralized control, the éresence of
several sectors has meant unev;ﬁ control, even a dispersion of control within
government. And we shquld expect some similar dispersal even in those coun-~
tries where the several prevailing sectors come uﬁder ; single ministry, since
then the sectors become anchored in different major sub-bureaus within a mam-
woth ministry, with the bureauf pushing and protecting the academic interests
for which they are responsible. ' .

»Among the twelve countries of the ICED studf, Thailand, Poland, and Iran
also fall within this pattern of nationalized pluraliém. To take up only
Thailand: nearly all institutions are there governmental. Only about five
pex.. nt of the students are in nominally "private" instit;tions, which are
mainly in business training, and even these colleges are "under the supervision”
of a national government depurtment.18 The governmental institutions divide
into two major types, universities with about 55 percent of the enrollment and
more specialized colleges with approximately 35 percent, and a third minor
type consisting of a melange of other specializéed institutions. And, as in
France, different types of instituﬁions come under different central bureaus:
the universities uﬁder an Office of University Affairs; the colleges under the
Ministry of Education; and other specializeJ colleges under other istries,/

€.8ey seven nursing colleges under the Minisfry of Public Health. The

16
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Thailand Report (ICED) details bureau control of the colleges down to the point
of saying that "thefe are six governmental departments/organizations that have

colleges,"

namely such burecaus of the Ministry of Education as the Department

of Teacher Training, the Department of Vocational Education, and the Depariment
of Fine Art:s.19 This twentieth-century nationalized syst;m is an excellent
example of one actually spawned by different governmental ministries, including
many of the universities that &re now grouped under the one Office of University
Affairs. With such roots, it iemains the case that “powers are still dispersed
to many regulating agencies" within the central gove;nment.20 Further, that
instead of three sub-systems of [ormal coordination corresponding to the three
sub-systems named above, there were instead "as many sub~systems of coordina-
tion as number of parental departments...coordination is made in terms of in-

tra~subsystems rather than inter-subsystems."21

Thus, even under a powa;ful
centr-~l regime, f. -.ited bureaus may cause formal coordination to be a-
highly fragmented affair. The shape. of sectors can be as important as the
shape of goJérnment.

.

National and Regional Coatrol: Two or More Sectors

In this pattern, the control of postsecondary education is divided between
national and lower Ievels of governments and.among the lower parts. Itj{is
theoretically possible under this control structure for only one type of insti-
tution to exist, but in reality it seems nearly aiways to co-exist with mul-
tiple sectors. The decentralization of public authority in a more "federal"
government apparently generates variat{on. Countries also have genexaliy
evolved into this pattern from a backgr;und that combined private sponsorship
and public ccntrol located primarily at the sub-government level. The influ-
ence of the national government generally came late, aftgf World War II and as
recent as the period of expansion after 1960. At the same time, private

[
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sectors gradually vanished or became reduced to less than 15 percent of studeir t
enrollment.

Australia is an excellent example. There are two clear levels of govern~
mental control, state'and nationgl, over three distinguishable sectors ¢f uni-~
versities, colleges of advanced education, and colleges of technical and further
education.22 Constitutionally, as in the United States, public zuthority is
;ocated at the level of the state, six in number. But the national government
has had the power to make financial grants ("Section 96 grants’') and has ex~—
panded its power from this‘base, since it requires political discussion and ad-

ministrative guidance or what grants to make, commissions to advise it, and

N »

e?%e ways of checking the propriety of expenditures. Then, éoo, the nationai
government's role has expanded as scholars aqd institutions have véluntarily
turned to it in their search for funds; As'a result, both levels of gdvern-
mentrhave become involved in éll three primary sectors.

Among the twelve countries of the ICED study, Canada, West Germany, Great
Britain, and Mexico, with considerable variation, also fall within the bgoad
lim‘ts of this general pattern. Canada exhibits the strongest degree of con-
trol lodged at the provincial level, with a tendency at the presen; time for
such control to become ev;n stronger as ﬁart of the current trend toward po-
li:ical'provincialization.23 Here national influence is minimal, and thg
system tends toward pure provincial control over multiple types of universities
and colleges, inciuding short~cycle units siq}lar to U.S. communit; colleges.
Control in Germany has also been déeply institutionalized at the level of the
eleven Lidnder governments(leaving aside the Fascist period), b;t national
bodies and component of national gove .ment have become more influential in the

years since 1960, to the point where central administrative machinery now plays

a key role in determining who is admitted to universities and fields of studies

1S
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and where law courts are now active in specifying systemwide regulations.24
West Germany remains a federal system, but one in which formal interests in
standardization, as well as informal aﬂa quasi-formal lin%ages, are considerably
stronger across the nation than in the Canadian case.

Great Britain, as usuwal, virtually eludes glassification. It has not
been a nationalized system in the style of i§s Continental counterparts, nor
a truly federal system known for separate state or pravincial government, nor
can we comfortébly embrace it any longer with the systems in our fourth pattern
that aré characterized by private sponsorship as well as public control. But
there are distinctive regions aside from England-~-Scotland, Northern Ireland,
and Wales-~-that operate, in higher education as public authorities, with the
Scottish subsystem long rooted in its own distinctive set of characteristics,
and Tocal ﬁducational Autﬁorities tradégionally have had a strong folefzs
Thus, as beéween levels of government, control has been pluralistic. And
sectors have been multiple: universities of several types, from Oxford and
Cambridge as a class unto themselves, the University of London as a class in
itself, the hineteenth-céntury-spéwn civic universities, and the set of new
universities of the last two deca@es; a host of technical and technological
gnterprises, sor: bracketed under university status while others cénstitute
a pélytechnic sector, the nonuniversity seg of institutions thaé most aggresively
cha}lenges thé privileges of the universities; teacher training colleges and a
diffuse set of institutions of "further education." The British system manages
to have a nomenclature almost as ccnfusing as that foqnd in the United Stateg,
which is perhape a good indicator of lack of control by national departments

traditionally, since bureaus introduce uniform terms while dispersed authorities

manage to create terminnlogical difficulties,

Mexico is also a case of this public-federal pattern: ébout 90 percent

L 1y |
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of enrollment is inm public institutions and the§grinstitutions are variously

under "state" and national sponsorship and control.26 Among the five countries
of the ICED study which fall within this third paétern, one. might éuppose that
Mexico wzuld rank highest in degree'of national influence, aﬁd related low de~
gree of institutional autonomy, since Mexico is widely ciﬁésified by political
scientists as an authoritarian state while the other countrigg stand as demo-

crecies, But,as Daniel Levy has shown, the relation between the higher educa-

tion institutions and the central government is more chat of a reconciliation

system than an authoritarian system.27 There is power and advantage on both

sides, negotiation and bargainiqg are common, and financing is more determined

31
~

by student numbers than governmental choice. Seéménts of the system are

-

strongly and autonomously represented by bureaus within the central ministry

of education, to the point where the ministry becomes "a loose coalition of

fiefdoms," a good case of "structural feudalism."28

The wide range of characteristics among the five national systems included

here within a third pattern indicates anew that our patterns do not have neat

~

cutting points and watertight boundaries but rather are broad zones along

several dimensions. For example, with only a slight shift in definition,

Mexico would fzll in our fourth category, since it has about ten percent of

I - ~

’its students in truly private institutions, omes that receive virtually all

their funds from non-governmental sources and are free to charter their aca-
demic and administrative courses. Similarly for Great Britain: the major
entrenched endowments of the dozens of colleges that compose Nxford and Cam~
bridge indeed make these institutions at least quasi-privatein nature. Dif-
ferences among our patterngxare often differences in degree not in iind. And
the diversity of institutions found in many countries in our third and fourth
patterns means that summary estimates of a national structure are often poor

20
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2 accounts of differeat sectors.

g Private and Public Control: Muvltiple Sectors

Fourthly, there are national arrangements ¢f higher educa.ion in which for-
mal control is in the hands of private parties as well as public authorities,

to the point where 15 to 20 percent or more of the students are in institﬁgipns

="

that receive most of their financirg from non-govermmental Sources and ha;é
boards of coqtrol selected through non~governmental channels. . This is the most
heterogeneous pattern of control, one that co-exists generally with a multipli-~
city of institutional types. Japan is a strong éase with some 75 to 80 percent
of enrollment located in private institutions. The‘country has ;umerous major
gectors and sub~sectors: a smal% set 6f imperial universities supported by the
national government; a larger number of a;ditional puﬁlfc institutions, sup-~
ported by tity and provincial as well ;s national government; a large number of
private ;niversities and colleges, varying widely in quality; and over 500 .
junior colleges, mainly private ones.29 As in the United States, each private
institution is under a board of trustees of its own. The imperial uriversities
set the pace: .and, within this small group of elite institutions, the Univer-
sities of Tokyo and Kyoto are widgly récognized as a distinctive sub-class
whose status and privileges as a narrow pinnacle of a major n;tional system are
\vintually uﬁﬁatched anywhere in the world, including the grandes ecoles in

> f

France and the Oxford-Cambridge ccmbination in Xngland, Here admission and

"placement are tight: certain faculties wirtually monopolize placement to cer-

.

tain bureaus and firms., But in other parts of the national system, admission
is lax and placqmnent probleimatic; the great heterogeneity of sectors entails
great differences in selectivity and job possibilities. The Japanese system

-

is deep into mass higher education, virtually on a par with the United States

O with g rate of participation double that of most European countries. The

E119

Coer




evoluéion into mass participation came about primarily by expansion of
relatively unselective private colleges, around less expansion of selective
public institutions.

The United States is the second great case of the fourth pattern, with
4ts 3,000 institutions dividing‘into about 1,500 private colleges and univer-

gities and a sigilar number of tublic ones, the latter all falling within the

Fha

fifty sub—sysgeis 05 the states.30 Thus public conérol as well as private
control is fr;gmented: traditionally, the national government ha& little
role, much less than in Japan, and the influence of mational bureaus has
developed quite latg in an uneven fashion. The many sectors are well-known:
most states now have something like a tripartite differgptiatio; of state
universities, state colleges, and community colleges, the latter in many
states supported considerably by local.funds and unde; the control of lccal
educational authorities; and then there are prilvate universities,‘varying
from She well-knowa "research universities" to less-knowr "service universities"

that have little endowment znd have learned to survive on tuition and fee

income (much like the majority of Japanese private univeréities’and'cdlféges);

and, of course, the over 700 private colleges, the type of institution which
arose first, during the colonial period and the first half of the nineteenth
century, and which runs the whole gamut of selectivity and quality and,
gimilarly, the full range :f seiular*and :eligious differences in American life{
These four patterns provide elementary groupiqgs within which we can plgce
;any countries.zifhey do not exhaust the possibilities, and, as indicated, the
definition of their boundaries is meant té be loose and tentative rather than ’
tight and permanent. They mainly indicate the troad range of national
coordinative psiterns prevailing at present, or in the near past, as products
of historical origin and evglution. We now turn to several concepts that refer
o)

~
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to ‘different modes of coofdinatiag relationship, ideas that will permit us

,v

simultaneously to compare national systems of higher education and to make
such: comparisons a part of the study of social systems generally.
o

STATE AUTHORITY, MARKET, AND OLIGARCHY

We can simplify and yet give greater flexibility to the patterns mentioned earlier

. ~N
if-We establish a dimension that extends from tight to loose linkage in tke -

parts of national systems. This dimension is adapted from the theoretical

>

literature in inferérganizational analysis that has focused on the problem of

* how organizations iagéract in making decisions. Following Roland Warren,31

LA Lo

- the tight end Qf!tﬁg continuum is a unitary context in yhich all units are

* parts of én inclusive formal structure and have ;ommon’goals. Moving down
the continuum we may speak of a federative context in which the units primarily
have disparate goals but possess some formal linkage for pufposes they share. ‘\

" Still further along the line as a looser arrangement is essentially a coalitional

Fad

setting in which disparate goaié are so paréﬁount thac there is oaly informal

or quasi-formal collaboration among the parts. And at the loose end of the

-

continuum there is a "social-choice" context in which thera are no inclusive
. goals and decisions are made independently by autonomous organizations. The

concept of social choice, as opposed to central decision, was developed by

Edward Banfield:

A social choice ...is the accidental by-product of the actions of
two or more actors--'interested parties, ' they will be called--who
have no common intention and who make their selections competitively
or without regard to each other. In a social choice process, each actor
seeks to attain his own ends; the aggregate of all actions-~the situation
produced by all actions together--constitutes an outcome for the group,
but-it is an outcome which no one has planned as a 'solution' to a

‘problem.' It is a 'resultant' rather than a 'solution.' [Emphasis in
the original],32 o

Resultants, as well as planned solutions, coordinate. Rooted in the interesteds

O roups, they may result in new viabl< structures that become permanent

23




solutions. For example: the rise and spread of the graduate school in the

United States as a solution to the problem of underpinning research and
advanced training was never a centrally planned solption nor apphrently
;ven a tacit agreement among a small group of leadérs. It was m;re a sociél
cheice, a resultant rooted in the competitive interaction and‘voluntary
imitaiion of autonomous institutions.

Reformulating only slightly, to apply more effectively to national sets
of universities and collfges, we can think of the two ends of the contipuum
as state administration and market in their classic .orms. The first
national pattern we set forth earlier was oné of unitary and unified state
administrﬁgion; the second was unitary in general control but broken into

gectors of activit§ and interest; the third was a looser arrangement of

'y
divided governmental authority and multiple sectoral interests, shading down,

i
-

ag in Canada, into confederations; and the fourth pattern contained extensive
social-choice or market-type interaction. ‘Hence the codttnugmﬂ moving from
lefg to right, ié one of decreasing state system inc%usiveness and of increas~
ing market-type interactioq, with inbetween combinations that can be referred
to by such terms as federation, confederationm, and coa1ition.

We can illustrate hLow nationallsystems of higher education gua systems
might locate on this dimension, without regard to spacing and hobefully ﬁg;h-

out stirring tedious argument, by placing six nations:

Sweden France England Canada Japan United States
Unitary and unified . -~ Market
State ‘dministration . : Linkage

Not to put too fine a point on it: Sweden has the most inclusive and tightest

system of state coordination; France is somewhat similar but with some disparity

4
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introduCed\by multiple bureaus and sectors and more looseness due to much

larger size; England has moved along the continuum from right to left®rapidly
since 1965, from coalitional linkages with strongielemcnts of market, to tigh&er
federative connection, and éhen to important elements of inclusive state
structure, but is still in the middle range; Caqada remains heavily confedera-
tive and even coalitional, with the authority of the provinces straininé mightily
against nation;i linkage; Japan has extensive market characteristics in the_ )
interaction pf its 1,000 institutions, but with some movement in the 1970s
toward éreater state coordiﬁation as increased governmental funding of private
'inbéitutions brings governrental gui&e%ines for all; and the United Statés, qua
natiocnal syster, remzins tbhe most'heavily endoved with characteristics of

.

sutonompus choice and e;cﬁange in the labor markets, consumer ma;kets, and
enterprise markets of hf;her education.>> o i
Movement along this state authority-market continuum is possible 1 either
direction. There is little doubt that the years since World War II, especially,
the 1960s and 197Cs, have seen a gcngral shift from loose arrangéments to tigﬁter
a&d more inclusive formal systems. Even the United States, the market system

par excellence, has not been immune to this shift as the costs and complexities

brought by expansion ﬁave strengthened the perceived need to bring order out

of diso;der, first at the level of the fiféy states, where the formal machinery
of coordination has changed qualitatively in the last two decades, and secoﬁdly
at the natior lcvcl.34 But systems alréady hitting the;r heads against the
pole of unitary system often see reform as movement away from it, for example,
current discussion and action in Swedeq, France. and Italy concerhing regionali-
zation and other forms of dcconcentration of administration authofity and even

“

|

' .. decantgglization of political authority. And a country that has‘érovinccs

| moving away from national unity, such as ?épgda, may remaln an exception to the
| J
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rule that modern countries currently are straining to heighten state coo;dina;
tion at the expense of other forms of coordination. .

We now introduce a third possibility that will take us another step
closer to reality. A national system-may be coordiﬁated primarily neither by
political-bureaucratic dictate not by market-type interdction. 'For examp}e,
Italy has a nationaiized system that severély dampens market relations within
it; at the same time, its coalitional' government has been relativeiy'weak and

‘ P

its state bureaucracy relatively mediocre, especially in the Minis?ry ofiEducation
It turns out that state authority has functioned largely as a mock bureaucracy, .
a facade of public control, behind which seriior professors have had primary
power.35 The great power vested locélly in chairholding professors in Eurbpean
qystéms has been used in Italy to build profé;sorial contrél in bodies'respon~
gible nationaliy for fiﬁance, personnei,_curriculum, and reséarch. On some
jssues, the control by chair professors at. the national level has had the unity
of a relatively small oligarchy,'as—sdperbgr;ns came togethé;-in a central
council or maintained infbrqa} contact.\ On other issues, particularly in those
speéialized along &;sciplinaryflines, such as the alloéation of research monlés,
the small—grogp control\has been more plural or polyarchical in nature. In
either case, the point is that there have been "authorities' in charge, not
market mechanisms, but the authorities are professors rather than bu;eauc%aﬁF.A
For simplicity, we refer to such cooréinative organizatién as academic oligaréhy.
It may also be denoted as guild authority, since it cogbines personal authority
with collegial authority in a way historiqally associated with guilds and guild
fedérations and has its academicAroots in the guild structures of the original
European universities.

Some coordination by academic oligarchy exists in all national systems of

S ~ .\,‘ ’
higher education. It is prominent in chair~-based organization, since so much

- 20
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concentration of power locally in individuals, amounting to small monopolies

——

in thousands of parts, establishes conditions that propell some of these
persons tu national power, by means that vary from shegr inflaticn of status
.go steady participation in central councils. The extensive powers of clusters
of senior professors, even in the face of a strong and competént bureaucracy,
has been a notable feature. of traditional french academic life.?6 German pro-

fessors have had powerful coll.ctive voices at national as well as at provin-

cial and local levels, in such bodies as the Science Council (Wissenschaftsrat),

the West German Rectors Conference, the University Association, and the disci-
plinary committees of the German Research Association;37 The division of

academic tasks along lines of discip’ines is a primary source of oligarchidal
linkage: the discipline is the first avenue alongﬁwhich academics become natignal
notables either on the basis of recogqiéed research conélibﬁtion, chair '
incumbency, or administrative role in associations and bodies that span the

»

nation.

National gystems that are not formally organized as such are ii;cly to
depend heavily on the many ways that academic oligar;hy can link together
persons, groups, and Institutions. The classic case 1s Great Brita%n, where

: the ﬁniversity Grants Committee, manned largely by prominent academics, has long
modeled to the world an effective way of taking the government's money without
taking orders from the government's officials. When institutions are fundod

mainly by government, academics will normal y first seek the privileged autonomy

of a direct ard u.fettered lump-sum grant from the national treasury to the

individual institution, especially in the older institutions that have become

fixed items In the state budget. But once interinstitutional bqordingtion in

some formal sense becomes probable, as it has virtually everywhere, a common

o second preference is to have a buffer body, an intermediate group that
. ' 4
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"understands the institutions," and is ";impafhetic to their needs," and will
refresent them to zovernment. And academins have a persuasive case, on grounds
of expertise and ;epresentation, that such bodies should be staffed with
academic persons of stature, influehtial within and outside their disciplines
and instit?tions, and with persons of known administrative skill drawn from the
field. - -

The intermediate body is not the only means of such high academic_influ-

S~

encé, but‘it is a key one that is seized dpon in one system after another,  for

Ttfferent sectors and at different levels of government. In A&étralia, for

q;ahpliéiz?ere such British traditions as the UGC‘have been borrowed and
adapted to a more extended federal setting, intermediate bodies have developed

et both national and state levels and for all three major institutional sectors?
4 .

at the national level, there has been in the last several years the‘Australian

Universities Commission for the university sector, the Commission on Advanced

1]

Education for<;£;£ sector,%;nd the Further Education Commission for that seector
~ .

with all three Commissiogi now to be reconstituted as statutory Councils for

their respective areas updef the new uﬁbrella Tertiary Education Commission

established in 1977; somewhat parallel bodies, especially for the second and

thi:h\sectors, have been spawned at the state levels, amounting to six sub-

8
sets.3 And, especially at the state level, the sectors and their respective

commissions have a background in which historically they were generated by,

e

T

or have related to, different government departments. The situation two decades
ago was that: '"'In each stat;-except New South Wales, a single university
related directly to its state government, while teachers colleges, institutes

of technology, technical colleges, agricultural colleges and similar institutions
generally came under the direct control of a partigular state government

department.39 The specific commissions emerged as buffers between specific

: 23
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sets of institutions and related govérnment departments, with gﬁg\latest reforms
establishing broader commissions and attempting to regroup departmental sponsor-
ship. For a nation of less than 15 million people and’only six states, Australia
is not short of intermediary bodies!

We may think of such bodies as a form of structured pluralism in coordi-
nation. The buffer form of oligarchial i;fluence is found in all‘four
national patterns identified ea;lier but it is likely to develop extensively
in those systems historically rooted_}n'féderative, coalitional or market
environments of institutional development. There the vacuum of an official
top i; filled, aétleast in some minimal part, by the professionals gspting their
heads together. Systems rcoted in';inisterjal control exhibit‘kewer‘buffeés.
In these nationalized systems; there are two main possibilities. One is that
central civil servants will keep power in their own hands to a degree commensu-
rate with the systemwide respensibilities that they carry. Delegation of
administrative authority is then a matter of line officers placed in the‘
field, for example, in the traditional French style of prefectural supervision.
The other possibility is that power will pass into the hands of academic
notables as they penetrate Ahd surround the ministry with forms congenial to
their rule.

With academic oligarchy omnipresent or lurking in the wings, in forms
attractive and urnattractive, our continuum from state authority to market can
be reshaped as a triangular space of state, market, and oligarchical forms of
coordination. Each corner of the triangle is then the extreme of one form and

a minimum of the other two, and locations within the triangle represent

I

corhinations of the three elements in different degrees of each. Mainly as

illustration, we may try placing within this triangle the eix countries that

| we previously arrayed on the continuum, as a way of weighing the influence of

ERIC 23
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academics (see the diagram). Sweden remains relatively close to the pole of
state coordination, since that country has developed strong capacity during

. the last two decades fo; state officials, and allied interest groups, to over-
ride the traditionally strong power and p ivilege; of professors. It is now .
‘a Western European country in which academic barors feel particularly pushad
arcund by the state and outside groups. France moves somewhat more fgward
oligarchy, since, despite a strong and competent ministry, the continuing
situation h;s something of the character of x standoff between the formally

superior powers of the central officials and the capacities ;f university per-
’sonnel to ward off, reshape, and attenuat: state~imposed rules and policies.
Britain locates the most closely of the six countries to rule by academic
oligarchy, due to the extensive role oﬁ intermediate bodies (thg quxggsityA
Grants Ccmmittee, the Council for National Academic,Awérds (CNAA), the Regional
Advisory Councils) on wﬁich academic notables have a dominant or sggnificant
role. Even after the significant increase in state power that has occurred
sincééihé mid-1960s, deliberative coordination in Britain remains a bleﬁd of the
bureaucratic and the professional.’ In their British sttly, Becher, Embling,
and Kogan have noted that the "tentral government has the determinate role in
the overall shaping of the system:"40 this is not left to Ehe market mnor to
academic judgment. Yet, given the traditionél respect for institutional
autonomy and individual academic freedom, the govérnment is "coy" about stating
national objectives, and the }ntérmediate bodies, although increasingly to be
seen as parts of the machinery of government; retain "academic judgments" and
are heavily involved in "rescurce decisions.”41 The indeterminac} of objectives
and the freedom of these bodies means that "co-ordinative planning" by the

state 1s generally weak., Compared to the strength and style of a European

Ministry, national coordination comes out as implicit, covert, and indeter-

S0
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minate.42 The realities of governance in British higher education remain shaded, |
but there is no.doubt that significant zcademics retain significant influence
in the determination as well as the implementation of nationai coordination;

Canada is locateé close to Britain in this three—dimeﬁsion conceptual:
space, with a somewhat weaker tradition of oligérchical influence. And if we
drop for the moment from the national to the provincial level of government--
C;nada's strongest, levél of state supervision--then we find state officials
éxercising cohsiderable bureaucratic influence uponvsub—systems, particularly
in Quebec and Alberta.ﬁ3‘ Japan, given its complexity; is difficult to place’
in a summary fashion; on thé one hand, national coordination is fdrmally left
largely to ministerial officials and not to bodies amalogous to the British
University Grants Commission; on the other; the Chair system, mixed with
certain Japanese characteristics of sm&il—group loyalty and cohésivgness, has
given senior professors a strong power base.44 The towering status of the
Universities of Tokyo and Kyoto has also given academics at those institutions
national influence as well as privileged autonomy. The United States,
inordinacely complex, exhibits relatively little coordination at state as well
as nation;l levels by senior.academics. Lacking t@e power base of European
and Japanese counterparts, American academics are‘foorly represented in the
many levels of influence now found in the supe;structure of control that stretches
from the level of mult%campus administration to stﬁte-level boards, commissions,
and departwents and to national-level departments, bureaus, and institutional

oA

associations. American professors might control their departments, and their

multidepartment faculties, colleges,m;nd professional schools, and even occasional
have an important coordinating role in the campus at large, for example, in the
case of the powerful Academic Senate at the University of California, Berkeley.
But tﬂey are not found in significant numbcr-gﬁd strength at the higher levels,'

e,

l'd




outsi@e of research councils. 1Indeed, it 1s noteworthy that even voluntary
commissions éstaélished to address national issues in higher education are
manned by zdministrative representatives of important sectors and institutions
rather than by prestiéious professors.

In our triangular diagram of types of coordination, most of the action in
A 3

-

most national Systems is now located to the left of tne midpoint: the open

battle is between state officials and professors. The market is either not

L4

perceived as a forg of coordination or as one that gives undependable and
undesired results. On the part of responsible academics as wéll as state
officials, political or administrative, there is the assumption that there
should be an autho;ity, someone Iin charge. And the state officials are not
automatic winners in this battle, easy victors in an unequal context. They
do move toward dominance in a host of way;, for exumple, through ministerial

control over the location and expansion of facilities, segmental budgeting,

the administrative staffing of coordinating bodies, legislafive progrém

]

evaluation. But academics have imposifng counter-bases, réoted functionally 7

in the need for experts to participate -in the making of competent judgmentsz
That need constantly expands and proliferates, apace the growing corylexity

vi the disciplines and academic tasks generally. Hence the need for peer
review by expgrts within subareas, and for “advice" by councils of experts,
grows rather than diminishes and at national as well as local levels., Nations
need national academics; and a;;demics, like other professionals, learn how

to penetrate and control bureaus of government as weil as to convince government
to construct such congenial forms as grants commissions and governmental

foundations.
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CONTEMPORARY PROCESSES OF INCREASED COORDINATION

[y

We began by lodking at)thﬁ nature of hcadgmic tasks and the struc_ture
of embedded power as the- stage for na;ional goordinative organization. Ve
then tentatively grouped-some countries in four broad patterns, based on degree
of monopo}y in formal céntrol and instllutional for@{ And then we groped
anaizpicaily for underlying dimensions of variation by spegafying three bfsic'
elements of state authority, academic oligarchy, and marfét. Building and
expanding upon these rudimentary elements, our finai effort attempts to be a
i g
litti; more p;gcise in establishing categories for cross-natio{;l comparison.
Receht research, including the Fw?lve national reporfé of %he”ICED stgdy,

reveals or suggests a number of procesées of coordination that have been

operative in the last quarter century. Some of these processes are closely

interlinked and convergent, the one encouraging the other. But some contradict ~

o

others and pull in such disparate directions as the three poles of the state-
market-oligarchy triangle. Contradictions in the means of coordination should
¥ ) {;;,',a -

be expected. As emphasized throughout this essay, we improve our understanding

of coordination in national systems of higher education as we give up simple

definitions that encompass only coordinating boards and ministries of education

and adapt perspectives that point to fundamentally different ways in which the °

actions of groups and organizations are lir™ed and concerted. Toward compre-
hending fhat complexity, we here set forth fourteen processes of coordination,
grouped under the four headings of bureaucracy, politics, profession, and‘

market. Bureaucracy and politics are largely, but not .ntirely, constituent
parts of state authority, and have increased considerably in strength in many

countries in recent years. In our previous discussion of state authority,

iwe d4d not distinguish between bureaucrats and those groups that possess or




2

o~

ha;e a&cess to state power but are above or apart from the civil service.
We here sebarate the more bureaucratic énd the more "political” as two
elements, The processes of profession aﬁd market may be seen as counter-
fofces to ééate authority, They operate significantly in a uumber.pf national
systems, and while they appear t; have been:weakened in tﬁe last decade, they
may’ be stronger th;n currently recognized since they are less obtrusive than
the state-related command structures and thereby not so readily noted. Séme
of these processes may also increase in stréngth in the near future as counter-
vailing powers to the forces they oppose. ’
PATHWAYS OF BUREAUCRATIC COORDINATION

, Tﬁe gené;al phenomenon of bureaucracy is well known, referring in general
to cdbrgigatiog by means of formal admini;;rative hiera;chy. But it may be
usefully broéen into a number of elemegts, of which the five set forth here

have been observed frequently in higher education in recent decades.

Bureaucratic Route I: Layering. There is an increase in levels of formal

coordination, governmental or quasi~governmental, Decentralized systems add

new higher levels; centralized systems introduce more ;ntermeﬂia;e levels;

This route is widely noted in the country studies: for example, the United

States and Australia have been adding higher levels of coordination in essentially
new or vertically-extended administrative superstructures, while Sweden is

newly introducing regional coun.ile. This pathway may be denoted as "layering,"

a éhenomgnon noted in public administration as a lasti:g structural effect

of refdbrms. Reforms necessitate reorganization, and "reorganization often

results in layering-~the piling of administrative echelon upoﬁ aéministrative
echelon in an unremitting quest for coordination, symmetry, logic, and compie-

henéive order.4

Layering makes administrative pyramids taller. It is often loaded with
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unanticipated and undesired effects: the additional layers distort communica-

-~

. tion between the top and the bottom, theregy rendering administration less
* rather than more consistent and dependable; reforms enacted today Qei;Aestab- ]
lish massive command structures that £igidly resist reforms tomorrow; an;
efforts to consolidate and streamline by means of additional comprehensive-top '
layers make a small number of posts at thg top highly attractive but a large
number of now "lower" posts less attractive than they were, thereby, in all |
probabi}ity, induci;g a loss of talent and initiative at middle and lower
levels. The highest positions on public campuses iﬁ the United States;are
.probably becoming less attractive as three or four layers are laid down over
them 4in the form of multi-campus administration, state governing yoérd, state

government{ surveiilance, and a web of national éovernment regulations.

Bureaucratic Route II: Jurisdictional Expansion. There is an increase

in the jurisdictional scope of administrative agencies, singly and in combi-
nation. Existing ministries of education aré given or seize expanded respon;
isibilities; additional departments are established; quasi—goverqpental com-
missions become more comprehensive, repiacing specialized commissions or
placed over them. Such expansion in the scope of central bodies is widespread,
noted in one country after another as efforts are made to pull together form-
erly separated domains and to cope with the creeping disorder of‘a bewildering
variety of tasks. Public accountability is a basic force behind such expan-
sion.

-

The wider jurisdictional responsibiiity has the effects of making admin-
istrative pyramids wider and more firmly structured. In Japan, the jurisdic-
tion of the Ministry of Education steadily expands in relation to the huge

private sector of universities and colleges, making that sector quasi-public

Q to a greater degree. In the United States, a host of national departments
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have developed an administrative reach into and over hundreds of universities

and colleges as they attempt to supervise propér.expenditure from various
accounts. In Australia, the new 1977 super-commission has been establishgd
to encompass the domains of three more specialized commissions.,

Much reform has the combined structural effects of layering administra-

~

tive echelons and expanding administrative juriédictions.

BureaucraticmRouég I1I: Personnel Fnlargement. There is an increase in

the number 6f central administrators who attend to matters of higﬁer education.
Layering and jurisdictional expansion generally result in such enlargement.
But the enlargement can come about in a host of ways, for example, through ex-
pansion of personnel who attend to old duties within the existing structure of
an old bureau. This phenomenoﬁ is noted everywhere, readily observed thr&ugh
the counting of administrative staff. Thus, in small Sweden, the central -
staff who attended to higﬁer education in the mid-1940s amounted to a few peo-
ple within the Ministry of Education and only three civil servants in the
Office of the Chancellor of the University, As late as 1960 there were c;ly
17 in the Chancellor's Office, But éy the mid-1970s, these staffs had gréwn
to over 25 in the Ministry and 170 in the Chancellor's Office. Great person-
nel growth in the Chancellor's Office was stimulated not only by the general
expansion of the system (tenfold in students between the mid-1940s and the
mid-1970s), but also by a deliberate change in the character of the Chan-
cellor's Office from "a representative of the universities," elected by the

i,

rectors, to "a regular state agency,"

appointed by the Cabinet, and operating
"wholly in line rith the pattern of Swedih state agencies in genéral."47 In
Britain, the administrative staff of the University Grants Committee grew

‘from about six in the early 1950s to over 140 in 1975. Many of.these permanent
gtaff members of the UGE are civil servants holding appointment in the parent
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Department of Education and Science.

Bureaucratic Route IV: Administ;ative Spgciaiization. There is an in-
créase in expertise in administrative wérk. A shift from amateu;s to experts
occurs in line positions, from top staff to institutional administrators, with
the amateurs replaced by persons who make a career'in adiinistration, become
expe;% in specific administrative areas, hold long terms in offi;e, and are
appoiﬁted rather than elected. The composition of coordinating bodies also

-

shifts toward greater dependence on full-time permanent staff and leis on the
part-time, temporary generalists, as in the case of the,British UGC. lAs ad-
ministrative work becomes more specialized, administrative credentiais an&

experience become more essential for entry into formal positions of coordina-

tion. A separate administrative class develops, and, as its members’ mainly

Interact with each other within large staffs removed from professors and stu-

N 4
- t

dents, that class develops a separate culture. Hence the dilemﬁa: can the
center of attention in academic work be held by professors and students if
the hierarchical power center is distant from them and held by administrators
with little or no background in teaching and research? These tenéencies have
been observed in research in the United States on édministrativetgtaffs at

49

the institutional level. The tendencies are bound to be even stronger in

eifective layers of coordination above the institutional level, since staffs
in the superstructure need skills applicable across larger and more complex °
systens and are more removed from faculty and students. The day of the "nmon-

academic!" academic administrator is here.

Bureaucratic Route V: .Rule Expansion. There is an increase in the num-

ber and complexity of formal rules designed to effect consistency in the action
of people withiﬁ the system. The growth of rules is an universal aspect-of

what is commonly meant by bureaucracy: no expanding or changing system of
- . . 5
33 o




-

- 35 -

higher educazioﬁ apparently escapes it. The rules mayggbof varioys types:
for example; some attempt to guide or "preform" decisions of those at lower
le;els, as in the case of budget categories, while others are meant tolcheck
the compliance of persénnel with policiés or decisions élready made at higher
levels, as in the case of auditing and inspecting pfactices.
This route of bureaucratic coordination is relatively‘%asy to measure in

- gross termé; cross-nationally and over time, since it can be‘gbserved in the
indices, pages, and volumes Qf administrative codes and commission regulations.
For example,‘national laws and regulations that pertain to higher‘education in

Italy required in the mid—l9605 a twenty page index of eight hundred items to

guide readers through a Lhcusand pages of specifications.50 But then rule

. enforcement becomes an aodltionai matter, beyond rule enactment, and vhen en-
fcrcement is weak, as in Italy, the administrative structure becémes a mock
'bureaucr cy, a paper tiger.

Layering stretches the administrative superstructure vertically; juris-
. " dictional expansion thickens it horizontally; personnel enlargement {ills it
with more people; administrative specialization, with more expgrts;Agpd rule
éxpang?on insures that the larger, better-manned structure will have a com-
mensufate massive body of regulations. Thesé processes, separately and to-
gether, tend to increase the coordinating influence of bureaucrats. As a
result, administrative officials in centrél committees, commissions, and
councilg, as welf as in ministries and offices of education, become more ac-
tive and dominant in the formation as well as the implementation of policy.
However, the influence of the bur;aucratic tendency is affected by numerous
features not mentiéned here that vary from one nation and contecxt to the next,

especially in the administrative organization and culture of the national

AR\I:executive branch. ln some cases, often In less de\elopcd countries, state

l’\
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bureaucracy is relatively ''laid back," passive and benign; in others, often in

the most developed societies, it is assertive, multiplying regulations in ex~

e

cess of'legisla%ifnsand accumulating autonomous authotity. Higher education
systems move from benign to assertive bureaucracy as they are goaded to modern-
iie, Become efficient, and plan. ) -
PA&HWAXS OF POLITICAL COORDINATION o «

If the bureaucratic avenues of cocrdination hzve gained the most in recent
7 decades, political means have not been far behind. The political pathways

cause a system to behave 1ike a set of contending interest groups, with inter-
: ' > >

est expressed informally and through associations as well as through the estab-

; : /

+ 1ished channels of representation in the major branches of government. The °
/ ) ) |
political tendency is widespread in organizations, as parts become divergent

interests, but its strength varies considerably from one setting to anothor.'
Since less is currently known about the more pu/itical ways of connecting

groups and concerting actions in higher education, compared to the bureaucratic
X “ . : r

means detailed above, we here use broad categories to point to psthways that
loom large. They center, in turn, on tegular political officials, external

'interest groups, and internal interest groups.

Political Route I: Increased Regi&e and Payty Involvement. There is an

=]

increase in the influence of elected officials and the ones appointed to top

0

offices by political parties and regimes. Such officials assume more responsibl-,
assertive, and intrusive postures. More issues in higher education are divided
aiong the.lines of party politics, legislative coalitions, and power exchanges
among central executives. Experts and staffs on higher education policy

develop within the party, the legislature , and the minister's own office.

[ In these senses of regime and party involvemént, higher education in

apparently. every country in Western Europe is more "politicized" in the
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mid;l9708 at the national level thar it was two decades earlier. Sweden seems

a leadine case. In Great Britain, rising costs and populur interest has caused
"the political class' to become more involved, right down to assertive party
doctrines of what we will do for, or to, higher education when we come to power.
In Eastern Europe, Communist rule 1s devoted to great strengthening of this form
of coordination, as in Poland, through the dual and interpenetrating dominance
of the single political party and the one-party regime.51

L 4

Political Route II: Increased Corporatism. There is an increase in the

systematic, open inclusion of certain external interest groups in governmental
decision~making in the realm of higher education, with a related, if often
covert, exclusion of other groups. The outside groups are formally organized
as associaticns, unions, councils, and the like, and the government legitimates
the org#hizations as representatives of certain bona fide interests. It comes
to be understood that certain vocational organizations have the right of
representation in national decision—making.52 As Samuel Bger has noted:
"The welfare state and especially the managed ecgﬁomy of recent decades simply
. TN~

could not operate without the advice and .cooperation of the great organized
producers groups of business, labor and agriculture." Beér idéntifi;d‘a "new
group politics" in Great Britain as a "system o. qﬁ§si—corporatism bringing
government and produ?prs' groups intd?iétimate and continuous relationship"
in framing, applying; and legitimating state policies.53

) ‘§This relationship has not yet developed strongly in the British system
Sf%h;zﬁer'education, since robu~t Departmental bureaucrats and acgdemic oli-
garchsvﬁévc stood'in the way, but one can anticipate gradual increase in its
strength. The phenomenon has been particularly striking in Sweden where the

government has worked long and hard to have a quite inclusive democratic

RJ}:orporatism. ,There, in the last decade, the three major trade union federations
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have come.to be strongly represented in the member<hip of planning and decision-

making bodies in higher education at national, fegional, and enterprise levels.

"Several hundreds of representatives of interest organizations participate in

formal decision-making bodies in higher education, . from the bﬁard of management

of the National Board of Universities and Colleges down to councils of admission
-’ ,

in local institutions...Siﬁé;y put, the big interests of capital and labour

gave stepped ?n."sa ’ N——

As a matter of degree, corporatism shades off into various ways of, relating
interest groups to governmental decision-making that are less ;¥p11cit andvless
systematic in the interpenetration of government and gro;p. ;. a numbet of
societies, for example, the United States, :ré i; quasi-corporatism and
covert corporatism in the systematic access of organized lobbies~to legislative
and executive circles. Our second pathway of "politicization" is, then, the
sharpened cuttiny edge.of interest-group reprcsentation. guch representation
is increasingly organizel within the(fﬁzékide group igfelf.ggg_in its penetration

of government. We shall see more of the organized form of penetration and inter-

relation in the coming decades in the coordination cf higher education.
¢

<

Political Route JII: Increased Participation. There is an increase in

representation and involvement within the ranks §f higher edﬁcation itself.

This "participation" or "democratization" phenom;;Bn éas’éecp pa;ticularly strong
during the 1970s in Western Europe, with institutions in West Germany anq
Dgﬁmark most notably affected by new participation rights and érivileges for
junior faculty, students, and npnacademic pérsonnel. In one form, the part{éz;a—'
tibn is corporatist in that it is based on organizations that claim to represegt
various strata and factions. In another, it is direct representation from

unorganized strata.

‘ 1
: . -
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"Politigization"lby means of increased involvement of interral interest
groups is not a form that directly enhances state authority. It tends, like
the precesses listed later, to operate as a counterforce to control by political
and administrative officials of the state. But, like the forces of state in-
-fluence, it is a process that encroaches on the power of senior professors:
the common enemy has been the academic barons. The state-linked bureaucratic
and political pro%esses attempt to move power into nonacademic hands in central
cireles, whilé the formerly weak internal groups of junior faculty and students
attempt to move it into their own hands, generally at lower levels of organiza-
tion.
PATHWAYS OF PROFESSIONAL COORDINATION
Universities and colleges are central sites of expertise in modern society,
and systems of higher education, old ana new, are full of professional as well
as bureaucratic and political forms that iink participants and set the agendas
of decision-making. We point here in a general way to three broad routes of
professional influence in coordination.

Professional Route I: Expansion of Subject Expertise. There is increased

need to base thousands of judgments at operating levels on the ever more esoteric
knowledge of professors. Autﬁority is pulled downward in the structure of
_national system and toward professional rather than bureaucratic or poiitical
bases. We noted earlier, in a quotation from research on British universities,
the stubborn centrality of the parts, the primacy that each department is abl-

to claim as the authoritative unit for a given discipline cor professionai field.
The great strength of this understructure, in comparison to the superséxucture of
national systems, is a remarkable phenomenon, one apparently linked to the nature
of academic tasks discussed at the outset of.this essay.

1f the superstructure of state control should Le abl: to impose its will
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on the vnderstructure of faculties, departments, chairs and institutes anywhere

[ )

among Western democratic nations, it should be in Sweden, where, as mentioned,
state political authority is strong, corporatist groups are active, the

p bureaucracy is competent, and planning capacity is velatively developed--all in

-

a small homogeneous society. Yet an insightful 1977 research report from Sweden
notes an ongoing "antithesis of central importance" between the real governance
mechanisms in universities and colleges and the mythology of central governance.
Against the rules and formal organ:zation of central control there is the reality
that:

the internal life of universities and colleges is to a great extent
guided by interests and needs attached to their organization into
disciplines and subject departrents and to the status of research

.. and graduate studies. Various bodies above [the] departmental level
tend to respect each other's efforts towards resource maximization,
to preserve the balance between power centres and to safeguard
the status quo. central goyernance is often out of step with real
local gcverning mechanismsf in which case it becomes unrealistic

P - ——

and inefficient. [Emphasis added.]35

The understructure is not éimply passive, forced to give way to the superior
powers of the bureaucratic and political tendencies that strengthén state
authority. Rather, central state coordination becomes 'unrealistic'' as it
becomes oht of stap with the organic professionalized understructure.

Subject expertise 1s central to operations in social systems that are

NI

sirultanecusly nowledge-intensive and knowledge-ext.nsive. This expertise
has an expansive dynaun.c of its own, rooted in the actions and interactions

of the scholarly segments. Realistic coordination is shaped by this expansion,
acconmodating to home rule by professionals. There is dé facto coordination
at the Lottom, as accord ic collegially accunulated, and much influence is
‘exercised by the bottom over middle and top levels of 7ormal organization.

Professional Route II: Expansion of central collegial bodies. There is

an increase in ceniral bodies manned by professors and/or {fnstitutional
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representatives and an increase in their coordinative powers. This phenomeno.l

is most noticeably in the support of research: the distribution of scientific

funds in virtually every country is heavily influenced by peer review among

academic notables sitting on central science councils and commissions. But
the expansion of central collegial coordination is not limitéd,to science.
It has become especlally potent among institutional reﬁresentatives who have
banded together voluntarily in reaction to growing bureaucratic and political

5
forces. National conferences of rectors are now more active than before in
the German-speaking countries of Austria, Switzerlan?, and the Federal
Republic of Germany. The national Commigtee of Vice-Chancellors and Principals
in Great Britain has become a powerful organ to which the academic heads of
al% the universities belong. The CVCP becomes an additional central acaderic
body. to which the institutions can tu?n, beyond. the University Grants Comﬁltj
tee, to have a collective voice in centrally-determined matters. 7It, too,
seeks to coordinate on "matters of common interest" through its own system
of working parties, 1ts own staff, its own deliberations, and its representa-
tion of the universities' definition of '"the case' to the UGC and the Department
of Education and Science.56 And so it is in many other countries, especially
in those where campus headships have been weak traditionally and have emerged

as Important posts only in recent years.

Faculty Route IIT: Expansion of faculty interest organization. There‘is

an increase in the strength of comprehensive faculty bodies, such as unions

and associatjons. This phenomenon has also been stimulated as a counterforce

to the processes of bureaucratization and the growing influence of external
political forces. 0ld local collegial bodies have been replaced or supplemented

®

by new forms linked to national organizations of professors, for example,

academic senates by local chapters of national unions. Faculties in institu-
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tional sectors historically characterized by weak faculty influence have
particularly seized upon modern union organization as a way of increasing
professional power. The professorial unions bargain with high levels of
administration and political authorit: for an extended academic labor force,

and thereby, as in the industrial domain, becom?'tools of coordination,
particularly in determining the conditions of e&ployment and work.
PATHWAY:: OF MARKET COORDIRATION .

It has been left primarily to political economists to gnasb and explain
the ways in which market iuteraction coordigﬁtes the behavior of individuals,
groups, and organizations. It is not necessary to slip off into the mystery
of an invisible hand that leads individuals to promote larger en&s. All
gocial controls have elements of the automatic, uniatended, and unconscious;
and, in market life, peopie "are dq}ibérate and conscious; but their acts
éccomplish feats of coordination of which they are not necessarily conscious
and which they do not intend."57 As example, one.coordinating function of
a market system is constant occupational reassignment, with consumer preferences
and occupational preferences reconciled in a reshuffling of labor from one
field tc another, one specialty to another., Even in the most state-dominated
systems of higher educafion, processes of market coordination will be at work.
“"Exchange," a basic form of interaction that stands in contrast to authoritative
command, needs to be seen not merely as a method for reshuffling the possession
of things but also as a method of controlling behavior aﬁd of organizing
cooperation aeong people. And, in higher education, as elsewhere. -

Market Route I: Increased Consumer Sovereignty. There is an increase

in the capacity of would-be students to afford the costs of higher education
and to choose among institutions to attend. This phenomenon occurs whenever

public funds for higher education are distributed to individual students
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_rather than to institutions and choice among institutions 1is widened.

Nearly all regimes use a consumer market in higher education to some degree

. by awarding scholarships and other forms of financial ald, as well as by

lowering student charges. Allocation to consumers is partic&iarly attractive
in a country such as the United Staées in which the thinking of planners and
publif officials is heavily influenced by economi; market theories: let the
government influence higher education indirectly by letting aggregate ccasumer
reactions decide the fate of programs, institutions, and sectors. But every-
where apparently students have some capacity to vote with their feet, moving
from unattractive to attractirz parts, thereby promoting d;e part at the
expense of another.

Market Route II: Creeping Institutional Markets. There is a creeping

decentralization of operating «uthority to the enterprice or institutional
level. Students of centralized political regimes have noted that such regimes
are likely to be subjected to a creeping decentralization b;cause of the
increasing scale (size and complexity) of the sectors they attempt to manage,
for example, the industrial segtor of the economy of the USSR.58 The center
cannot hold to thé integrated control it can exercise over a smaller, simpler
system; authority slips off to the enterprise level, restrengthening market
forces in the sense of .nteraction among at least semiautonomous enterprises.
If observable in industrial sectors, this phenomenon surely bulks large
in higher education systens, due to the unusual irherent complexity of their
knowledge tasks. No group at the center has the tools for tight integrative
control; no central group can know enough to coordinate effectively so many
disparate tasks and issues that are subject to so much local variation. Again

it is instructive to return to the case of Sweden. This small advanced nation,

the iest planning state among Westcrn democracies and with a populatio: of only

(




eight million (one sixth the size of France, one twenty-fifth the size of

the United States), is currently’attempting to decentralize through gr;nts

of official authority to regional boards and local entities, in grder to better
handle local variations in study programs.59 What'is done in Sweden by.official
proclamation is often done in larger, less~planned societies by unofficial |
and unclear drift, And systems which have evolved into central formal'coor~
dination out of traditionally decentralized arrangements probably possesé
lower thresholds at which the increasing scale of inclusive organization will
trigger the reaction of coordination through the interaction of enterpris;s.
Just as systems may creep up on institutions, institutions may creep away from
the extensive controls of.centralized systems, leaving coordination to looser B

linkages and even to market interaction.

Market Route TII: Extension of Power Markets. There is an increase ia

the market of power relations within the broad confines of state authority.
We noted earlier, as the second pathway of bureaucratization, the tendency
for specialized coordirating agencies to be conso;idated into units of broader
administrative scope. But there is an opposite tendency that runs strong
within all modern governments: bureaus balkanize around specific domains and
clienteles and resist mightily all efforts to pull them together. Vertical
lines of coordination tend to form naturally, as central officers and counter-
part officials at low;r levels develop common commitment to a 1129 of ’
specialized work, but horizontal lines tend to be weak, and require special
attention,because they attempt to encompass disparate interests.60

Bureau balkanization has been widespread in education. Mexico exhibits
a relatively extreme case of the phenomenon, especially fascinating since a
regime labeled "authoritarian' by political scientists ought to have the will

and the political and administrative muscle to pull things together. But
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'of Education rarely takes place: '"All departments work totally independently
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lateral cooperation between departments within the huge Mexican Ministry

one from the other and take no interest in what others are doing... The

Ministry 1s an archaic structure which can be described as a series of inde-

pendent empires, each Inviolable, with long traditions and rights that no

minister is going to be able to alter.”61 Such "archaic" structures were also
noted in the ICED studies of Thailand and Iran. And modernized structures
hardly rid themselves of bureaucratic independence, protectionism, and strug-
gle. Indeed, the largerAthe complex of governmental tasks and the greater
the degree of professional specialization in those tasks, the greater the
force of bureau balkanization. And the more socialized the state, the more
does the interest-group struggle of modern sociéties ag?car within the govern-
mental structure as a struggle of divi;ions, bureaus, departments, and minist.ies
against one another. Given the special complexities of interest and tasx in
higher education, its absorption into governmental frameworks is bound to
prodﬁcc virtually everywhere great struggle among a number of involved
governmental agenciles and quasi-governmental councils.

Thus, we come to see that higher education is subject not only to markets
in the normal economic sense but also to power markets in the sense of units .
struggling against one another within the broad frameworks of state authority.
And this, too, is a fgrm of coordination. In a classic eésay written thirty
years ago, Norton E. Loang pointed to "competition between governmental power
centers" as an, perhaps the, most effective instrument of coordination in
complex government. He noted: -

The position of administrative organizations is not unlike
the position of perticular firms. Just as the decisions of the -
firms could be coordinated by the imposition of a planned economy

so could those of the component parts of the government. But
just as it is possible to operate a formally unplanned economy by
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the loose coordination of the markét in the same fashion it is
possible to operate a government by the loose coordination of
the play of political forces through its institutions.62
Recent work in political economy, seeking to understand the interpene-
tration of state authority and economic markets, has also pointed to various
forms of interaction within the bounds of state autho;ity. Authority is
operationally divided among a pluralié& of officials and offices; interdepéndénce
t among these authorities often requires mutual adjustment among them--
witness the hundreds of interagency coordinating committees in the British
and U.S. governments; and that adjustmént, as earlier pointed out, carries
mEEﬁ of the load of coordination. Mutual control among officials becomes
‘:éven more intricate than officials’control over the population. A pattern
of reciprocal obligation among officials develops. In sum: "large-scale
politico-economic organization is possible either through unilatezal’coordina- '
tion in hierarchy-bureaucracy or through mutual adjustment among authorities
_who practice an extended use of their authority in o;der to control each
63

other."

Such reasoning is especially applicable for administrative pyramids that

have no apex, but instead at the top have a variety of boards, bureaus,

commissions, and committees; for structures stuffed with diverse experts
possessing arcane knowledge and authority rooted in their expertise; for frame-
works increasingly committed to encompassing all of the increasing body of
specialized knowledge, skill, and lore of modern society. In short, fo; |
|
systems of higher education. Thus, it is no wonder that we come to know so }
1ittle about how the actions of persons and organizations in higher education
are concerted when we look only to the formal plan and the formal hierarchy.

Much of the coordination is going on in other ways, including through the

struggle, exchange, and adjustment oi officials at the higher levels. The
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latter phenomena expand in the modern period. For want of a better name, and

to dramatize their importance, we refer to their expanding role as the .

extension of power markets. -

CONCLUSIONS

Coordination of higher education within national sets is achieved by

LV

-means as varied as those of state authority, market interaction, and rule. -

\by academic oligarch}.. All national systems have involved all three of these

major ways of concerting the actions of individuals, groups, institdtions,

and sectors, and all three types will be peeded in the future. The special
function of state authority is to articulate a variety of publié intérests,
including equity, as these are defined by prevailing gfoups within and

outside of government. The special fu;ction of the market is to ernhance and
protect freedomxof choice, for personnel, clientele, and institutions, and
thereby indirectlf promote system flexibility and adaptability.64 The function
of academic oligarchy is to protect profession-<l self-rule, to lodge thé control
of academic work, including its standards, in the hands of those permanently
involved and most intimately acquainted with it. - )

What we need to further the understanding-and the sophisticated develop-
ment of aca&emic coordination is not fanatical pursuit of one form of coordina-
tion or the other because of its obvious advantages, nor a deliberate
4juxtaposing of forms thag indicates one to the exclusion of the others. Given
the special task structure of higher education, it is not possible‘to coordi-
nate by the market alone, nor_can’either state or professional hegemony in
itself do what must be done. Needed instead are reconciliation models of

state-market-oligarchical relations. For such models to develop conceptually

and normatively, we need to recognize that all three types of relations are
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present, necessary, ang legitimate. State authority and professional control
each now have reasonablﬁ wide acceptance as general princiéles, even by
persons éossessed by one and worried about the evils of the other. It is

the conéri@ution of market felati;ns to coordination that is currently

least well understood and accepted.

Hence in this essay we have taken special pains to-point not only to a z
host of contradictory processes of éolitical, bureaucratic, and professional .
coordination, but also to stress processes of market coordination which are
less apparent and ha;e ﬁiceived little attention. And alongﬁall thk possible *
pathways of coordination, what appears empirically in any one country are,
patterns that vary in strength,rtightness, apd appropriateness, contributing
ovgr-all to coordination that is weak or strong: loose or tight, effective or
ineffectual. It is not to be assumed éhét the market necessarily does a
powerful job of coordination; but then neither is it to be assumed that
centralized state control has unproven advantages in effective coordin;tion.
It 1s better to think in terms of routes and pathways of coordination and of
the respective contributions of multiple elements. It should be the many

. .
faces of effective coordination that interest us. Rationality in the coordina-

tion of higher education, of all domains of modern activity, comes in many

guises.
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